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Applicants respectfully traverse the restriction requirement set forth in the Office" Action 
mailed February 1, 1000 in the above-identified application. Nevertheless, in order to comply 
with the requirements of 37 CFR § 1.143, Applicants provisionally elect Claims 1-17 for 
prosecution on the merits. Although no fees are believed necessitated by the filing of this paper, 
any required fees may be charged to Deposit Account No. 01-1113. 



The Examiner contends that the subject application includes two distinct inventions, 
which have been designated as Inventions I and II. Invention I, including Claims 1-17, has been 
characterized as being directed to an apparatus, classified in class 502, subclass 400. Invention 
II, including Claims 18-20, has been characterized as being directed to a process, classified in 
class 95, subclass 129. The Examiner contends that Inventions II and I are related as process and 
apparatus for its practice, respectively. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Inventions I and II are sufficiently related such that a 
proper search of any of the claims of one invention would, of necessity, require a search of the 
others. Thus, it is submitted that all of the claims can be searched simultaneously, and that a 
duplicative search, with possibly inconsistent results, may occur if the restriction requirement is 
maintained. 

Applicants further submit that any nominal burden placed upon the Examiner to search 
an additional class/subclass or two necessary to determine the art relevant to Applicants' overall 
invention is significantly outweighed by the public interest in not having to obtain and study 
several separate patent documents in order to have available all of the issued patent claims 
covering Applicants' invention. The alternative is to proceed with the filing of multiple 
applications, each consisting of generally the same disclosure, and each being subjected to 
essentially the same search, perhaps by different Examiners on different occasions. This places 
an unnecessary burden on both the Patent and Trademark Office and on Applicants. 

In the interest of economy, for the office, for the public-at-large, and for Applicants, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the restriction requirement respectfully is requested. 



Date: 
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Honeywell 

Law Dept., M/S 36-2-0300 
2525 West 190 th Street 
Torrance, CA 90504 
Telephone: (310) 512-4885 
Facsimile: (310) 512-3857 



Respectfully submitted, 




William J. Za£, Jr. 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 38,668 
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